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Atlanta Public Schools
Peer Leadership Connection Report
Abstract
1989-90

The Atlanta Peer Leadership Connection is a program that began in reveral
Atlanta secondary schools in 1989-90. A major objective of the program is to
strengthen problem-solving and leadership skills of selected high school students. A
cadre of upperclassmen (usually seniors) in each school was selected to be Peer
Leaders and received intensive training related to leadership roles and group
dynamics. Another major objective of the program is to assist students new to the
school (usually entry-level students, i.e., eighth or ninth graders) in their social and
academic adjustment to the setting. Peer Leaders were paired in groups of two with
ten or twelve student advisees (new students) to provide extensive support for these
new students The model calls for Peer Leaders to be enrolled in a year-long, credit-
bearing leadership course and for the Peer Leaders to meet on a weekly basis with
their advisee group. The proiiect was supported by the Coca-Cola Foundation.
Training and ongoing technical assistance has been provided to the Peer Leaders, as
well as faculty advisors, by Dr. Sharon Powell of the Princeton Center for Leadership
Training, developer of the Peer Leadership Connection Model.

The targeted regular high schools were Archer, Douglass, Turner and West
Fulton. The participating alternative high schools were North Avenue Academy,
Rich’s Academy, and West End Academy. The targeted grade levels were eighth and
ninth grades (for student advisees) and twelfth grade (for Peer Leaders). The number
of stu %nts impacted were 102 Peer Leaders and 498 student advisees for a total of
500 students.

Student absence data and course failure data for first and second semesters tend
to favor participants in the Peer Leadershinp Program over the control group in the
regular high schools. In the alternative high schools, though, student absence data
and course failure data did not favor participants in Peer Leadership over a control

group.
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ATLANTA PEER LEADERSHIP CONNECTION

Report on Attendance and Course Failure Data
for Peer l.eadership Participants
and Control Groups in Regular and Alternative High Schools
1989-90

Background

The Atlanta Peer Leadershi;})‘Connect.ion began oFeration in the 1989-90 school
year in four regular Atlanta High schools and three alternative high schools. There
is a two-pronged purpose of the program: 1) to develop prob%em-solving and
leadership skills among identified seniors (Peer Leaders) and 2) to facilitate the
adjustment of first-year high school students (advisees) to their new environment.

Dr. Sharon Powell, of the Princeton Center for Leadership Training, developed
this training program and has been intimately involved in the training provided in
Atlanta, SEe has regorted that participation in this program should result in a
number of behavior changes in students that can be observed. Peer Leaders can be
expected to 1) exhibit increased confidence, 2) speak up more often, 3) demonstrate a
greater willingness to take on different roles, 4) show more initiative, 5) manage
conflict more effectively, 6) be more inquisitive, 7) demonstrate increased
motivation, 8) be more responsible, 9) demonstratz improved rapport with teachers,
and 10) show a ireat.er appreciation for teachers. Advisees (new students) can be
expected to 1) be happier, 2) have a greater sense of belonging, 3) speak up more, 4)
be more motivated, 5) feel more "connected,” 6) not feel isolated, 7) have more fun,
8) feel a part of the "family,” and 9) have a decrease in discipline problems.

The Peer Leadershilp model calls for Peer Leaders to be enrolled in a year-long
course to learn skills related to leadership and group dynamics. The advisees (new
students) meet in groups of 10-12 with two Peer asers once per week, During the
sessions the grougs employ problem-solving and iroup cohesion techniques to develop
peer relations and promote adjustment to high school.

Method
Program Participants and Control Students

Peer Leadership Connection was identified for implementation at seven sites
which included four regular high schools and three alternative high schools. The
regular high schools were: Archer, Douglass, Turner, and West Fulton. The
alternative schools were the following academies: North Avenue, Rich’s, and West
End. Peer Leaders and advisees were selected by the staff at each site. Peer Leaders,
usually seniors, were primarily selected for their potential to lead groups
successfully. They did not have to be academically exceptional students, the most
popular students at school, or members of the student council. The advisees, usually
eighth graders, were to be selected because of their potential to reap the most benefits
from the program. These students were those who may be “at-risk,” those who were
likely to have difficult{ ad{usting to the new high schyol environment. It was
reported by the external evaluator, however, that the selection of some students had
to be determined because of tke stud:::t's class schedule. The external evaluator



reported in October 1990, that there was an extensive change in the Peer Leaders and
advisees at Douglass High, at the beginning of the second semester in January 199¢.
The original Peer Leadership file was not updated, because this fact was not known
by the Atlanta Public Schools researcher until after the data analysis was completed.

In November 1989, the names of students who were identified as Peer Leaders
and advisees at each site were collected. A central computer file was created and
some preliminary attendance data was compiled for the first forty days of school and
the first eighty days of school in December 1989, and January 1990.

Four control schools were identified to allow for some preliminary comparisons of
data trends. Two regular high schools, Harper and Washington, were selected as
controls for the regular Peer Leadership high schools. These two schools were selected
because all of the regular Peer Leadership schools encompassed grades 8-12. These
were the only two other Atlanta high schools that had an eighth grade. Two
alternative high schools, Central Academy and St. Luke’s Academy, were selected
because these were the two remaining Exodus schools.

Neither the Peer Leadership schools nor the participants (Peer Leaders and
advisees) were randomly selected for this program. The control schools were also not
randomly selected. However, within the control schools, a random selection of 16
seniors at each regular control high school and 10 seniors at each alternative school
was made to identify control Peer Leaders. At the regular control high schools all
eighth grade students were selected as control advisees. At the control alternative
sc%ools all students not selected as Peer Leaders were identified as control advisees,
simulating the identification process at Peer Leadership alternative schools. (See
Table 1 for an overview of the number of participants, peer leaders and advisees,
reported by grade for regular Peer Leadership and control schools.) (See Table 2 for
an overview of program participants reported by grade for alternative Peer
Leadership and control schools.)

Design

There were a number of variables for which data is automatically collected and
stored on central computer files, e.g. grades, standardized test scores, grade point
averages, dropout data, suspension gata, expulsion data, and attendance. However,
two variables were identified by the contracted external program evaluator and
central in-house evaluator as being most likely to be affected by participation in the
Peer Leadership Program. These variables were school absence and the number of
courses failed. More specifically, school absence was defined by the number and
percentage of students who were absent "0 days,” "1-5 days,” "6-10 days” and “11 or
more days” for the first five attendance periods and the remaining four attendance

eriods. Course failure was defined by the number and percentage of students who
?ailed no courses, one course, or two or more courses, at the end of the first and second
semesters.

Since students were not randomly selected nor were they randomly assigned to
the Peer Leadership Program or a control group, basic requirements to apply tests of
statistical significance to the data were not met. Instead, descriptive data were
compiled in terms of the number and percentage of students by group (Peer Leaders
and advisees), by school type (regular and alternative high schools), and was totaled
by Peer Leadership and control schools.



Results

Attendance

Regular High Schools:

Table 3 provides a summary of data regarding student absences for Peer
Leadership and control students in regular high schools. The percentages of
advisees and Peer Leaders who were absent “0 days™ were not as high as the
respective percentages for the control group for both the first and second
semesters. However, the percentages of advisees and Peer Leaders who were
absent “11 or more days” were lower than the percentages for the control grcuys
each semester. The largest percentage of program advisees was found in »:
category of "1-5 days” of absence for both Erst and second semester, while the
largest percentage of control advisees was reported for the category of “11 or
more days” of absence for both the first and second semesters.

The largest percentage of Peer Leaders fell in the category of "1-5 days” of
absence for the first semester and “6-10 days” of absence for the second semester.
The control Peer Leaders also had the largest percentage of students in the
category of “1-5 days” of absence for the first semester. For the second semester
an equally high percentage of control Peer Leaders fell into the categories of “1-5
days” of absence and “11 or more days” of absence.

When the two highest categories of days absent were combined, there was a
lower percentage of program advisees absent six (6) or more days than the
contror advisee percentage; 48 percent versus 50 percent during the first
semester; and 49 percent versus 54 percent during the second semester. When
the two highest categories of days absent were combined, there was a somewhat
lower percentage of Peer Leaders absent six (6) or more days than the “control”
Peer Leader percentage for the first semester, 42 percent versus 44 percent,
respectively. For the second semester therc was a substantially higher
percentage of Peer Leaders absent six (6) or more days when compared to the
control Peer Leaders, 62 percent versus 50 percent.

Alternative Schools:

Table 4 provides a summary of data regarding student absences for Peer
Leadership and control students in alternative high schools. The percentages of
advisees and Peer Leaders absent “0 days” were less than the respective
percentages for the control groups each semester. The percentages of advisees
and Peer Leaders absent “11 or more” days exceeded the percentage for the
control group each semester, with one exception. The percentage of Peer Leaders
absent "11 or more days” in the first semester was lower than the control Peer
Leader percentage.

The largest percentage of Peer Leaders and advisees in both the Peer
Leadership and control alternative schools for the first and second semester fell
in the category of "11 or more days” of absence with one exception. The largest
percentage of control Peer Leaders for the second semester was in the category of
"0 days” absent.

When the two highest categories of days absen' are combined, the
percentages of program advisees and Peer Leaders absent six (6) or more days
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was higher than the percentages for control advisees and Peer Leaders for both
semesters, with one exception. The percentage of first semester Peer Leaders
absent 6 or more days was not as high as the percentage for control Peer
Leaders. The percentages of students in the alternative schools absent six (6) or
more days was as follows:

1st semester advisees - 79% program vs. 67% control
2nd semester advisees - 73% program vs. 58% control
1st semester Peer Leaders -- 69% program vs. 81% control
2nd semester Peer Leaders - 74% program vs. 44% control

Course ata

Regular High Schools:

Table 5 is a summary of course failure data for Peer Leadership and control
students in regular high schools. The percentages of program advisees and Peer
Leaders who did not fail any courses first and second semesters was higher than
the percentages for control advisees and Peer Leaders. The percentages of
program advisees and Peer Leaders who failed two or more courses were lower
than the percentages for control advisees and Peer Leaders first and second
semesters.

The percentage of program advisees and Peer Leaders who failed one course
was greater than the corresponding control percentages first semester. For
second semester, the percentage of program advisees failing one course exceeded
the control advisee percentage, but the percent.age of program Peer Leaders who
failed one course was lower than the percentage for control Peer Leaders.

Alternative Schools:

Table 6 provides a summary of course failure data for Peer Leadership and
control students in alternative high schools. Smaller percentages of program
advisees and Peer Leaders did not fail any courses than the percentages for
control advisees and Peer Leaders both semesters.

The percentages of program advisees and Peer Leaders failing one course
exceeded the percentages for control advisees and Peer Leaders for first
semester. Second semester there was a smaller percentage of program advisees
failing one course than the percentage for control advisees, but there was a
larger percentage of program Peer Leaders failing one course than the
percentage for control Peer Leaders.

The percentages of students failing iwo or more courses was higher among
program advisees than control advisees first semester, and higher among
program advisees and Peer Leaders than control advisees and Peer Leaders for
the second semester. The percentage of first semester Peer Leaders failing two or
more courses was lower than the percentage for control Peer Leaders.

The highest percentage of program advisees failed two or more courses both
semesters, whereas, the highest percentage of control advisees failed no courses.

i)




The highest percentages of program and control Peer Leaders failed no courses
first and second semesters.

Discussion

This data is descriptive in nature, and caution should be used in interpretation,
especially since the students, reflected in the Douglass High program, are the
original students and perhaps not those involved during the second semester. Some
trends are evident from the data.

For the regular high schools, the absence data and course failure data tend to
favor the Peer Leaders ip group, hoth advisees and Peer Leaders, over the control
group. There were lower percentages of students absent “11 or more days"” among
program participants than among the control group. There were higher percentages
of program participants than control students who did not fail any courses and there
were lower percentages of program participants than control students who failed two
Or more courses.

The data trends for the alternative schools are contrary to those of the regular
high schools. The attendance data and course failure data tend to favor the control
group over the Peer Leadershig participants. The control group usually had lower
percentages of students absent "11 or more days” and usually had lower percentages
of students failing two or more courses. The control grouF in the alternative schools
also had higher percentages of students who did not fail any courses than the
alternative schoofPeer Leadership group. Also, the control group in the alternative
schools usually had lower percentages of students failing 2 or more courses than the
alternative school Peer Leadership group.

Conclusions

The Peer Leadership Connection should be continued in the regular high schools,
but discontinued or extensively reviewed and modified in the alternative schools.
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TABLE 1 -- ATLANTA PEER LEADERSHIP CONNECTION
Number of Program Participants and Control Group Students by Grade at Regular High Schools, 1989-90

Number of Students By Grade

Peer Leadership Regular High Schools
10th 11th 12th Total
R 4A_
Archer High
Advisees 67 10 2 0 1 80
Peer Leaders 0 0 0 0 16 16
Total 67 10 2 0 17 96
Douglass High
Advisees 39 0 0 0 0 39
Peer Leaders 0 0 0 2 18 20
Total 39 0 0 2 18 59
Turner High
Advisees 49 0 0 0 0 49
Peer Leaders 0 0 0 0 16 16
Total 49 0 0 0 16 ! 65
West Fulton High
Advisees 119 0 0 (4] 0 119
Peer Leaders _0 0 0 0 12 12
Total 119 0 0 0 2 131
Peer Leadership Total Regular High 274 10 2 0 \ 787
Advisees
Peer Lead Y 0 0 2 62 64
eer Leagders 274 10 2 2 63 351
Total
Number of Students By Grade
Control Regular High Schools
8th ath 10th 11th 12th l Total
I I
Harper High
Advisees 217 0 0 0 0 217
Peer Leaders _0 0 0 0 16 16
Total 217 0 0 0 16 233
Washington High
Advisees 161 0 0 0 0 161
Peer Leaders _0 0 0 0 16 16
Total 161 0 0 0 16 177
Control Total Regular High
Advisees 378 0 0 0 0 3/Y
Peer Leaders _0 0 0 0 32 32
Total 378 0 0 0 32 410
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Number of Program Participants and Control Group Students by Grade at Alternative Schools, 1989-90

TABLE 2 -- ATLANTA PEER LEADERSHIP CONNECTION

Peer Leadership Alternative

Number of Students By Grade

High Schools
8th 9th 10th 11th 121th Total
m *
North Avenue Academy
Advisees 0 28 16 12 14 70
Peer Leaders 0 _0 i 7 K 12
Total 0 0 17 19 18 82
Rich’s Academy
Advisees 0 30 27 21 13 91
Peer Leaders 0 3 _4 3 2 12
Total 0 33 31 24 15 103
West End Academy
Advisees 0 13 17 14 6 50
Peer Leaders 0 S 7 Ml 1 14
Total 0 18 24 15 7 64
Peer Leadership Total Alternative High
Advisees 0 71 60 47 33 21
Peer Leaders 0 _8 12 1 7 _38
Total 0 79 72 58 a0 249
] Number of Students By Grade
Control Alternative High Schools
8th o9th 10th t1th 12th Total
S —— T ———— o
Central Academy
Advisees 0 48 32 14 0 94
Peer Leaders 0 0 Y 0 b 6
Total 0 48 32 14 0 100
St Luke's Academy
Advisees 0 >4 37 24 B 126
Peer Leaders 0 0 0 0 10 10
Total 0 54 37 24 21 136
Control Total Alternative High
Advisees 0 102 69 38 M 220
Peer Leaders 0 .0 0 0 16 16
Total 0 102 69 38 27 2136
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TABLE 3 -- ATLANTA PEER LEADERSHIP CONNECTION
Comparison of Student Attendance for Program Participants and a Control Group at Regular High Schools, 1989-90

Student Absent

Control Regular

Total Number

. First Semester Second Semester
. P e LZ?":;"":F’ l T°}as't”:";tt’:' (15t through 5th Attendance Periods) (6th through 9th Attendance Periods)
egular High 5choots ot Stude 0 Days 1-5 Days ] 6-10 Days | 11+ Da 0 Days 1-5 Days 6-10 Days 11+ Days
N % N % N % N % % N % N % N %
Archer High
Advisees 80 1 14 26] 33 16} 20 27 9 B 21 26 3 26 29| 36
Peer Leaders 16 0 0§ _6 38 2 43| _3 0 0 3 19 6 8y _7 a4
Total 96 11 1 32 33 23§ 24 30 9 9 24) 25 27§ 28 36] 38
Douglass High
Advisees 39 7 18 19 49 6 15 7 8 21 16 41 6 15 9 23
Peer Leaders 20 S 25 1n 55 2 10 2 A 200 _9 45 4 20 _3 15
Total 59 12 20 30 51 8 14 9 2 20 25 42 10 17 12 20
‘Turner High School
Advisees 49 14 29 17 35 6 12 12 1 22 15 31 9 18 14 29
Peer Leaders 16 A 6] 7] 44l 51 3| _3 A 6] 21 13| o] 56} &} 28
Total 65 15 23 24 37 11 17 15 12 18 17 26 18 28 18 28
West Fulton High
Advisees 119 18 15 39 33 28 24 34 19 16 48 40 18 15 34 29
Peer Leaders 12 1 8f _6} S0f _3} 25¢ _2 _0 o0} S5} a2 4 33 3 25
Total 131 19 15 45 34 31 24 36 19 15 53 40 22 17 37 28
Peer Leadership Total
Regular High
Advisees 287 50 177 1O 35 56 20 80 47 16§ 100 35 54 19 86 30
Peer Leaders 64 7} ] 30} a7} 17§ 26} 10 5 8l 19] 30} 23} 36§ 17] 26
Total 351 57 16§ 131 37 73 21 90 52 154 119 34 77 221 103 29
Students Absent

First Semester

{15t through Sth Attendance Periods)

Second Semester

(6th through 9th Attendance Periods)

High Schools of Students f—-5—=T"7% Days ] 6.10 Days ] 11+ Days | ODays | 1-5Days | 6:10Days | 11+ Days
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

Harper High

Control Advisees 217 44 2080 78 36 31 14 64 29 48 22 72 33 41 19 56 26

Control Peer Leaders _16 _3 191 _ 5 31 _3 19y _5 31 3 19 b 38 3 19 4 25

Total 233 47 20 83 36 34 15 69 30 51 22 78 33 44 19 60 26
Washington High

Control Advisees 161 33 20 34 21 25 16 69 43 20 12 34 21 24 15 83 52

Control Peer Leaders _16 4 25 b 8y 2 13 4 25 2 13 5 3 2 13 7 44

Total 177 37 21 40 23 27 15 73 41 22 12 39 22 26 15 30 51
Control Total Regular High

Control Advisees 378 77 20 112 30 56 15] 133 35 68 18y 106 28 65 171 139 37

Control Peer Leaders 32 _7 22 11 34 S 16f _ 9 28 S e 11 34 5 16f 1 34

Total 410 84 200 123 30 61 151 142 35 73 18 117 29 10 170 150 37
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ATLANTA PEER LEADERSHIP CONNECTION

TABLE4

Comparison of Student Attendance for Program Participants and a Control Group at Alternative High Schools, 1989-90

Students Absent

Peer Leadership Total Number First Semester ' Second Semester
Alternative High Schools of Students (1st through 5th Attendance Periods) (6th through 9th Attendance Periods)
0 Days 1-5 Days 6-10 Days | 11+ Days § ODays 1-5 Days 6-10 Days 11+ Days
N % N % N % N N % N % N % N %

North Avenue Academy

Advisees 70 5 7 8 11 6 9 51 8 1" 2 3 3 4 57 81

Peer Leaders 12 1 8 2 17} _5] 42f _4 0 0 2 17 2 17 81 67

Total 82 6 7 10 12 11 13 55 8 10 4 5 5 6 65 79
Rich’s Academy

Advisees 91 13 14 17 19 13 14 48 19 21 16 18 22 24 34 37

Peer Leaders 12 | 8 7 58y _2 171 2 i | 8] _S 42 5 42 1 8

Total 103 14 14 24 23 15 15 50 20 19 21 20 27 26 35 34
West End Academy

Advisees 50 1 2 0 0 0 0 49 12 24 0 0 2 4 36 72

Peer Leaders 14 0 0 1 7 21 1) 11 0 0 2 14 1 7l uyp 7

Total 1 2 1 2 2 3 60 12 19 2 3 3 5 47 73

rle 1p Total
Alternative High

Advisees 21 19 9 25 12 19 8} 148 39 18 18 9 27 13} 127 60

Peer Leaders 38 2 st 10f{ 26f 9| 24} 17 A 3] o} 24| 8} 21| _20] 53

Total 249 21 8 35 14 28 11§ 165 40 16 27 11 35 14§ 147 59

Students Absen?
Control Alternative First Semester Second Semester
High Schools ngas‘tg::::f' (1st through 5th Attendance Periods) (6th through 9th Attendance Periods)
0 Da 1-5 Days | 6-10 Days | 11+ Days 0 Days 1-5 Days 6-10Days | 11+ Days
N % N 9% N % N % N % N % N % N %

Central Academy

Control Advisees 94 25 27 4 4 9 10 56 21 22 9 10 3 3 61 65

Control Peer Leaders _6 2 33 0 0 0 0F _4 1 17 A 17 1 171 _3 50

Total 100 27 27 4 4 S 9 60 22 22 10 10 4 q 64 64
St. Luke’'s Academy

Control Advisees i26 3 25 12 10 18 14 65 37 29 26 21 25 20 38 30

Control Peer Leaders 10 1 10 0 0 1 10 _8 6 60 i 10 1 10 2 20

Total 136 32 24 12 9 19 14 73 43 32 27 20 26 19 40 29
Control Total Alternative
High

Control Advisees 220 56 25 16 7 27 12] 2 58 26 35 16 28 13 99 85

Control Peer Leaders _16 3 191 O 0 1 6] _12 7 44 2 13 2 13y 5 31

Total 236 59 25 16 7 28 121 133 65 28 37 16 30 13 104 44
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"4

<U




' TABLES
ATLANTA PEER LEADERSHIP CONNECTION
Comparison of Number of Courses Failed for Program Participants and a Control Group at Reqular High Schools, 1989-90

Students Fatlin
Peer Leadership otal Number of | First Semester _ Total Number of E Second Semester
Reguiar High Schools Students on No Courses One Course JTwo + Courses|| Studentson No Courses § One Course JTwo + Courses
Grade File k3 N Grade File N o N Yo | N Yo
Archer High
Advisees 80 54 68 12 15 14 18 77 51 66 13 17 13 17
Peer Leaders 16 14 88 2 13 0 0 16 16 100 0 0 0 0
Total 98 68 IA 14 15 14 15 93 67 72 13 14 13 14
Douglass High
Advisees 39 28 72 7 18 4 10 39 22 56 13 33 4 10
Peer Leaders 20 18 90 1 5 1 5 20 19 95 A 5 0 0
Total 59 46 78 8 14 5 8 59 41 69 14 24 4 7
Turner High
Advisees 48 25 52 13 27 10 21 46 27 59 7 15 12 26
Peer Leaders 16 10 63 b 38 _0 0 16 13 81 2 13 B 6
Total 64 35 55 19 30 10 16 62 40 65 9 15 13 21
Waest Fulton High
Advisees 115 61 53 14 12 40 35 106 57 54 23 22 26 25
Peer Leaders 1R | 10 83 _2 17 _0 0 _12 n 92 il 8 0 0
Total 127 H N 56 16 13 40 3 118 68 58 24 20 26 22
. —4r
] Peer Leadership Total
& | Regular High ]r
: Advisees 282 168 60F 46] 16] 68| 24 268 157] ss] se] 21 ss] 2
Peer Leaders 64 2 81 n 17 A 2 64 59 92 4 6 1 2
Total 346 220 64 57 16 69 20 332 216 65 60 18 56 17
Students Failing
i Total Nuraber of First Semester Total Number of Second Semester
ControlS(R:g:llsar Mg Students on ours s | One Course JTwo + Courses] Studentson || No Courses ] One Course JTwo ¢+ Courses
Grade File % | N | % N T % | GradefFile N o N 7 | N 7o
Harper High
Advisees 187 55 33 18 51 27 185 100 54 29 16 36 30
Peer Leaders _15 87 _0 0 _2 13 13 _9 69 3 23 1 8
Total 202 57 33 16 53 26 198 109 55 32 16 57 29
Washington High
Advisees f 141 54 17 12 48 34 151 75 50 10 7 66 44
Peer Leaders r 16 63 3 19 3 19 _16 12 75 A 6 3 19
Total 157 55 20 13 51 32 167 87 52 1 7 69 a1
Control Total Regular High ﬁr
Advisees 328 55 50 15 93 30 336 175 52 39 12 122 36
Peer Leaders 3 74 3 10 _5 16 _29 Al 72 4 14 4 14
Total A 359 56 53 15 104 291 365 196 54 ‘3 12 126 35
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TABLE 6
ATLANTA PEER LEADERSHIP CONNECTION
Comparison of Number of Courses Failed for Program Panticipants and a Control Group at Alternative High Schools, 1989-90

Students Failing
Peer Leadership } ‘
Alternative High Schools Total Number of - First Semester Total Number of ﬂ Second Semester
Studentson j| Nc Courses One Course 11wo + Courses] Students on No Courses One Course JTwo + Courses
Grade File N1 % N T % N T % Grade File N % | N L2 N K
North Avenue Academy
Advisees 65 26 40 8 12 3 48 57 17 30 5 9 35 61
Peer Leaders 1 10 91 1 9 0 0 1 9 82 1 9 1 9
Total 76 36 47 9 12 3 41 68 26 38 6 9 36 53
Rich’s Academy
Advisees 91 19 21 13 14 59 65 66 22 33 3 5 41 62
Peer Leaders 12 _4 33 2 17 _6 50 1n _5 45 0 0 6 55
Total 103 23 22 15 15 65 63 77 27 35 3 4 47 61
wWest End Academy
Advisees 41 7 17 g 22 25 61 26 8 3N 6 23 12 4
Peer Leaders 14 8 57 4 29 2 14 12 5 42 3 25 _4 33
Total 5% 15 27 i3 24 27 49 38 13 34 9 24 6] 42
Peer Leadership Total
Alternative High
) Advisees 197 52 26 30 15 115 58 149 47 32 14 9 88 59
- Peer Leaders _37 22 59 _7 19 _8 22 _34 19 56 .4 12 1n E P
Total 234 74 32 37 16 123 53 183 66 36 18 10 99 54
Students Failing
Control Alternative High Total Number of First Semester Total Number of | Second Semester
schools Studentson | No Courses ]| One Course JIwo + Courses]| Studentson No Courses [ One Course JTwo + Courses
Grade File % N % | N Grade File N LA N k] N k23
"Central Academy
Control Advisees 71 35 8 11 28 54 54 16 30 13 24 25 46
Control Peer Leaders & 67 0 0 2 33 5 5 100 0 0 0 0
Total 77 38 B 10 40 52 59 21 36 13 22 25 42
St Luke's Academy T
Control Advisees 83 58 6 7 29 35 20 59 66 15 17 16 18
Control Peer Leaders 9 78 0 0 2 22 8 8 100 0 0 0 0
Total 92 60 6 7 31 34 98 67 68 1% 15 16 16
Control Total Alternative
High
Control Advisees 154 73 47 14 9 67 44 144 75 52 28 19 41 28
Control Peer Leaders 15 11 73 0 0 4 27 13 13 100 Y 0 0 0
Total 169 84 50 14 8 rA 42 157 88 56 28 18 41 26
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